An evaluation of the Southland flood relief temporary employment programme by Harris, G. T. & Stevenson, T. W.
AN EVALUATION OF THE SOUTHLAND FLOOD RELIEF 
TEMPORARY EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMME 
G. T. Harris 
T.W. Stevenson 
Discussion Paper No. 45 
November 19_79 
ISSN OllQ~7720. 
THE AGRICULTURAL ECONOMFCS F~ESEAR:CH UNIT 
THE IJI~IT w~s establ~.shed in 1.962 at Lincoln <College, ~Jniversity of Canterbury. 
lts. r.n.ajor so.urces of funding have l?r:efl .annua.l grants from. the Departr.o.ent 01 
ScieIltific .and Industri.al Research and the College. These grants have been sup-
plemented by others from commercial and. other organisations for specific resf-afch 
projects within New Zealand a;:,d oVerseas. 
The Uliithas on hand a: programme of research in the fields of agricultuTa1 
economiGslini1management, if1duding production, marketing and policy, :e;source 
econoni.ics;~ndthe economics of \()cali9il and transportation .. The results of these 
Tesear9htstudi¢fa[ep~blished asR,esearch. Repons· as projects arecdIlipleted. In 
a,dditionft~hnicalpapers;· discussio~ . papers 3.1id reprints., pC papers·· P4blished. or 
. deliveredeJ1>eY1Mte·areavailabie onYequesL For iist of pfeviousp~pl!Fationssee 
irisideback CQVeL ... . .. . .. .' ..• ' .. 
.. the0ijh;2pdth~IJepQ,rtment·ofAgriiu1t~H'al.6conbmics·.aridM~rl.<et!!1gand the 
Departrnerit,df/Fa:\illMah"gen;ient.art41:<.:uf;l1 ~hilLiationrnaintainaclo;£ working 
reJaiipri$w:pin research andassociaiedfuatters. ThecOfribined ·acq;d.ehiicstaff or 
lheD~p~rfmentsisaround25. . 
TJi~tJil!talS:Osponsor.spetiodic· cqrifetences a,nd sGminars on apprpppate topics, 
sometimesitl'conjlJ~ctionwith other organisations: .. . . . . . 
.• Tile' oVJ;r~JLpdIi;:;y))fth~lJ nit is . setty 3, . PolicY Committ.eebQ!1.~!stirlg of the 
Directot;.p(;,pUty ~PfW(;tbr· and appropriatePtbfessors . 
. - . . .'. ., 
······UNiTPOUCY·COMMITTEE:1979 
':-:'::>"-~"-":". :;""~ ... ;.-; .... , ... ~:. <.", ·-,.·:.-.-··~~L··' .. ' . .... : .. : -"~<:,~ .. , 
·,'PrgfYSSofJ;;B. Dent, B.S9·' iVi.AgJ.Sc.; jY.d'y< 
(l;'a[m·Ma;nagem¢nranri··Ruial. Valuation) 
PI-of(':ssbi"R.lc·Ross;·· M·t\gr.Sc. 
(AgriCulttir"..lEconoroics) 
.. .po ur C·h··u;'!e··&.·11 .q S , .. : ("~:o".\ PJ.I.n. 
-"; ~ ~ . '~ ... ' U!" .l~ .~. l\?,. L_ ... \J!.~ ":I!~/-'" _ .c-
UNIT RESEA.RCI{ :31' 
-Dire.ctor 
Professor J. B. Belit, B:Sc;, M.J4.gr-St'., PhTt 
.. , . 
Deputypirt?,-·!or .. 
P: D,Chudleigh, p.Sc~JtIojl$); Ph:.D . 
......• ~:ega;:~~~1~:;.i~.~KT~;/~(~r·,2(if~j{ . 
......... ... : •.... }e~'~(dl~:~ll{f}tisft~.~; •..... 
17arlls, .. lt':<0lTl,,(H(}~~j,.· .. t!~RiC.j,; 1..;,t.I;'.(:,/· 
,I ... :} .:HuQb~t~·;E~S.c,{H;qj~$)' .... 
.... M.M;:~i~~if~;;~!~t:M.~ ... ·· 
j(~·~ff!L1~~it;,:~~~,· .....  
. techlli~.'(ikp.lti~·fct··:· 
R.M~Ma.cLeaj'i . 
S.A2~1~~1~;t~~~£rf;'~~~~S) . 
·~£.cJ~~{(fi~y;~:~~H:> 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 
The authors wish to acknowledge the 
co-operation of the Southland County Council 
Town Clerk; and the constructive comments of 
Mr. K. Woodford and Dr. P. Chudleigh of 
Lincoln College and Dr. W.A.N. Brown. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6 . 
7. 
CONTENTS 
INTRODUCTION 
ORIGIN AND ORGANIZATION OF THE SCHEME 
EVALUATING MANPOWER PROGRAMMES 
THE SURVEY 
4.1 Farmer Responses 
4.2 Worker Responses 
COSTS AND BENEFITS OF THE PROGRAMME 
5.1 Resource Costs 
5.2 Resource Benefits 
TRANSFER PAYMENTS 
CONCLUSION 
LIST OF REFERENCES 
APPENDICES 
Page 
1 
3 
6 
8 
9 
13 
17 
18 
19 
23 
24 
26 
27 

The 1979 Budget statem~nt; reasserted the 
. Government ' s commitment ,to fullemplQyment as. a poJ,.icy 
, , .-'. ," ~ , ," ! ' .. ' . ."' . . . " 
objective but consi~eredthat inf+ationand the balance 
of payments limited the scope of monetary and fiscal 
measures to increase aggregate demand. It therefore 
proposed the use of "structural and demand management 
policies" supplemented by the "positive and imaginative 
use of job creation programmes". The Budget Estimates 
indicated an expenditure of $20m on subsidies for 
private sector job creation in 1979/80 (this includes 
the Additional Jobs Programme, the Skill Promotion 
Programme, the First Jobs Programme and the Farm 
Employment Programme), and $97m on subsidies for public 
sector job creation. The latter consists of various 
Temporary Employment Programmes (TEP) which involve 
short term project oriented employment additional to 
the employing organization's normal work programmes. 
Despite the magnitude of the costs involved, 
there has been little formal evaluation of these job 
creation programmes. The Southland Flood Relief TEP 
has provided an opportunity to evaluate such a programme. 
In October 1978, severe flooding occurred in the lower 
reaches of the Clutha River in Otago, and the Aparima, 
Oreti and Mataura Rivers in Southland. Flood losses 
2. 
in Southland have been estimated at 26,OD~ sheep and 
lambs, and damage or destruction of 1250 ha of crops, 
850 beehives, 10,000 ha of pasture and 340 km of 
fencing. Total costs of the flood in Southland have 
been put at about $25 millioh (Bell 1978). 
3. 
2.0RIGIN AND ORGANIZATION OF THE SCHEME 
The Southland Flood Relief TEP was initiated 
by Lincoln College through discussions with the then 
Minister of Labour, The Hon. C.B. Gordon. After further 
consultation with Southland Federated Farmers, the 
Government approved the employment of TEP workers on 
flood relief work and agreed that suitable persons 
enrolled with the Department of Labour for employment 
would be accepted. Assistance was made available 
to Local Authorities and other appropriate community 
organizations, as well as to individual farmers, to 
assist with work such as road clearance, disposal of 
dead stock, clearance of drains, and the repair of 
fencelines and other farm equipment damaged by flood-
waters. The wages and other associated costs of 
these workers were to be reimbursed through the TEP 
by the Department of Labour. 
be arranged by the farmer. 
Accommodation was to 
The Southland County Council agreed to be 
the employing agents (although farmers directed the day-
to-day work) and to oversee the administration of the 
scheme. A liaison officer was appointed under the TEP 
c.:r:C €:IT;ployed by the Southland County Council. The workers 
4. 
completed time sheets and returned these to the liai-
son officer for preparation of wages. The Southland 
county Council was 
, 
bound only to pay for a 45 hour 
week's work as defined by the Farms and Stations 
; 
Award No. 1215 (see Appendix 1) . overtime pay-
ments were the responsibility of farmers. 
The liaison officer's job involved examining 
requests orcomplaints from either the farmer or the 
worker, and striving for a compromise. This meant 
representing the Southland County Council as employer, 
the Department of Labour, and the Flood Relief 
Committee. The organizational structure is presented 
in Figure 1. 
Figure 1 
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF THE 
SOUTHLAND FLOOD RELIEF TEP 
DISTRICT OFFICER 
/ EMPLOYMENT OFFICER DEPARTMENT OF LABOUR FACTORY INSPECTOR I \ FARM WORKER ( COUNTY CLERK LIAISON OFFICER SOUTHLAND COUNTY COUNCIL 
1 
(EMPLOYERS) 
FARMER / ~ FEDERATED FARMERS FLOOD RELIEF COMMITTEE 
noted. 
5. 
Two other administrative features should be 
The estimates of the amount of work to be 
carried out were vetted by the Flood Relief Committee.· 
Second, workers eligible for employment under the TEP 
were defined as those eligible to receive the unemploy-
ment benefit i.e. school leavers, university students 
and negistered unemployed. 
6 • 
3. EVALUATING MANPOWER PROGRAMMES 
In order to make satisfactory estimates of 
national costs and benefits of employment programmes 
(or any other national undertaking) it is necessary 
to estimate the net impact of the programme on society, 
as compared to the situation in the absence of the 
programme. In the case of employment or training 
programmes, there are particular data requirements 
if it is intended to accurately measure the impact on 
the individuals involved, whether they are employees 
or employers. Generally speaking, it is necessary 
to have either a control group, against which the 
performance of the individuals concerned may be com-
pared or to study the individuals before and after 
their work experience to see whether the programme 
leads to a change in, say, their employment status 
or income earning. 
The present study ful-
fills neither of these criteria, being an ~ post 
study at a point of time. It relies primarily on 
the responses of individuals to survey questions as 
to the situation in the absence of the scheme and their 
future intentions. It thus suffers from the common 
limitations of attitudinal and motivational research, 
7. 
such as poor recall, unwillingness to impart information, 
inability to perceive to the situation in the absence 
of the programme and the fact that intentions do not 
always become realities. Nonetheless, th~ authors 
are confident that the survey results have allowed a 
reasonable evaluation of the TEP. 
8. 
4 • THE SURVEYS 
Separate questionnai~es(~s Appendix 2} were 
produced for farmer an4.worker participants. A postal 
survey was used rath~r than pers~naL interviewing 
because of lower costs and the relatively straightfor--
ward information requested. The questionnaires were 
posted on April 9, 1979, with a covering letter explain-
ing the purpose of the survey. A follow-up letter was 
sent two weeks after the questionnaire. '1'he cut-off 
date for return of questionnaires was set at May 25, 
1979. The effective response rates were high - 74.4 
percent for farmers and 82.9 percent for workers. 
Response details are presented in the following table. 
TABLE 1 
Response Data 
Farmers 
Total participating farmers 
Usable responses 
Returned after cut-off date 
Workers 
Total participating workers 
Usable responses 
Worker overseas, or returned by Post Office 
Returned after cut-off date 
82 
61 
2 
80 
63 
4 
3 
9. 
4.1 Farmer Responses 
The responding farmers mostly operated sheep 
farms (49 percent) or ran sheep in conjunction with 
some other activity (an additional 38 percent) i the 
median size was 229 ha; the median "normal taxable 
income during the 1970's" was estimated to be $12,800; 
the median number of dependants living at home was 3.2, 
and these contributed a median amount of ten hours 
part-time farm work per week. 
The respondents' normal employment pattern 
during the 1970's is presented in the following table 
(Table· 2) . The data suggest that the employment of 
casual labour only was the most common practice; this 
is supported by data, not presented here, relating to 
employment during 1978. 
TABLE 2 
Normal Employment Pattern During the 1970's 
No. of Respondents 
Employ No Labour 8 
Employ Casual Labour only 31 
Employ Permanent Labour only 11 
Employ Both Casual and Permanent Labour .11 
Total Respondents 61 
10. 
Eighteen respondents stated that.their. employment 
pattern had changed during the 1970's; ten of these 
reported a fall in lab6urrequirements, and four an 
increase. Cost increase was the most important 
explanation proffered for reduced labour requirements. 
The vast majority of respondents (79 percent) 
found the TEP either very satisfactory or satisfactory, 
as is indicated in the following table: 
TABLE 3 
Farmer Opinions of TEP 
No. of Respondents 
Very Satisfactory 
Satisfactory 
Partly Satisfactory/Partly 
Unsatisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Very Unsatisfactory 
Total Respondents 
31 
17 
8 
5 
o 
61 
Some of this 79 percent nonetheless had 
some reservations about aspects of the TEP, and these 
were expressed in their answers to the open ended 
questions (Farmer Questionnaire, questions 16, 17 and 
22) . The most common negative expression concerned 
J.J.. 
the lack of experience of workers (9 responses), 
although this was usually combined with a positive 
view of the worker as a person, and with a satisfactory 
overall view of the programme; some workers were 
described as physically incapable of farm work (6 
responses), and some were regarded as lazy, untrust-
worthy, or not at all interested in farm work (5 
responses) . 
Farmers were asked whether or not they would 
have employed labour for flood relief work in the 
absence of the TEP. Their replies are presented in 
the following table, which shows that 54 percent would 
have employed labour at award wages and another 25 
percent at half the award wages. 
TABLE 4 
Farmer Intentions if No TEP 
Would have employed labour 
at award wages 
Would have employed labour 
but only if government met 
half the wage costs 
Would not have employed labour 
No reply 
Total respondents 
No. of 
Respondents 
33 
15 
12 
1 
61 
Frequency 
(%) 
54.1 
24.6 
19.7 
1.6 
100.0 
12. 
Eleven of the 12 who stated that they would not have 
employed labour in the absence of the TEP indicated 
that they could not afford to have done so. 
Another related question is whether the 
flood relief would have been accomplished vii thoutthe 
TEP. Responses are summarized in the following table 
and are consistent with the intentions shown in the 
previous table. 
TABLE 5 
Would the Flood Relief Work have been 
Accomplished Without the TEP? 
Yes, by self and family labour 
Yes, by employing labour 
No, not in the forseeable future 
Don't know 
Total respondents 
No. of Respondents 
20a 
26 
13 
2 
61 
NOTE: aAbout half of these qualified their·reply, 
normally by referring to the need to neglect 
normal farm work. 
A number of farmers,expressed the view that 
their attitude towards employing labour had changed, 
ten positively and five negatively. The reason for 
13. 
the positive changes can be summed up in the words 
of one farmer "I realized that if you have got the 
right kind of worker, a lot can be achieved". 
Several farmers also commented that they now wanted 
to regularly employ students during the vacation 
period. Thirteen farmers indicated that they intended 
to employ.additional labour in 1979, compared with 
1978, and five indicated that this intention was the 
result of their experience with the TEP. 
It is worth commenting on the use of workers 
on farm work unrelated to flood relief. This was 
justified by farmers in several ways. A number indi-
cated that they had completed part or all of the flood 
recovery operations prior to the arrival of their 
worker(s); in this case, they felt justified in using 
their worker to help deal with the backlog of seasonal 
farm work. Others felt it unfair and/or inefficient 
to use the worker full time on "dirty" flood relief 
work; hence they worked with their workers on both 
flood relief and normal farm work. 
4.2 Worker Responses 
As is shown in Table 6, the vast majority 
of respondents were University (including Lincoln 
College) students, and these were supplemented by 
l4. 
school leavers and registered unemployed. One fifth 
were female. 
TABLE 6 
Origin and Sex of Workers 
School Leavers 
Registered unemployed 
University Students 
Total res~ondents 
Males 
7 
3 
42 
52 
. Females 
o 
o 
11 
11 
Total 
7 
3 
53 
63 
A wide range of motives "!as suggested for 
undertaking work under the TEP (see Table 7), but the 
need for money, the desire to experience the rural 
way of life and the need to meet practical work re-
quirements were all iwportant. Table 8 indicates 
the opinion of workers a3 to their likely employment 
status in the absence of the TEP. Over half replied 
that tDey would have been probably or definitely 
unemployed. 
Table 9. 
Worker opinions of the TEP are summarised in 
The majority were highly satisfied or 
satisfied, and of the others, wages were the major 
source of dissatisfaction, being mentioned by nine 
15. 
TABLE 7 
Main Motive for Accepting. TEP Work 
No. of respondents 
To earn money 
To experience rural way of life 
Practical work requirements 
Other 
Total respondents 
TABLE 8 
Likely Employment Status Without TEP 
24 
19 
12 
8 
63 
No. of respondents 
Definitely unemployed 
Probably unemployed 
Employment elsewhere 
Total respondents 
5 
28 
30 
63 
workers. There is evidence, not presented here, that 
younger workers (under 20 years) were particularly 
dissatisfied with the wages they received. Certainly 
their wages were substantially lower than for workers 
of 20 years and over (see Appendix 1). Person-
ality conflicts with farmers, poor living conditions 
and the nature of the work were mentioned by six 
workers as contributing to an unsatisfactory opinion 
of the TEP. 
16. 
TABLE 9 
Worker Opinion of TEP 
No. of respondents 
Very satisfactory 
Satisfactory 
Partly satisfactory/partly 
uns.atisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Very unsatisfactory 
Total respondents 
27 
20 
13 
1 
2 
63 
The opinion data are supported by worker 
attitudes to future farm work presented in Table 10. 
Over two thirds stated that they would definitely 
like more farm work, although this was less marked 
in the case of those who had no previous farm 
experience compared with those who had previous farm 
experience. 
TABLE 10 
Attitude Towards Further Farm Work 
Previous farm-work 
experience Like more farm work 
YES NO DON'T KNOW TOTAL 
NO 13 5 4 22 
YES 33 3 5 41 
46 8 9 63 
17. 
5. COSTS AND BENEFITS OF THE PROGRAMME 
Of the various criteria available, the ratio 
of resource benefits to resource costs was considered 
to best reflect the worth of the programme to the 
nation as a whole. Resource benefits (costs) 
represent direct impacts on the nation's resources -
in this case, the value of the work done (not done) 
as a result of the operation of the programme. 
Transfer payments do not involve the actual use of 
resources but are transfers of purchasing power from 
one individual or group to another: they reflect 
control over resources but do not use up real resources 
and to that extent are not resource benefits or costs. 
Transfer payments, sum, by definition, to zero. 
It is the ratio of resource benefits to 
resource costs which determine the worth of the prb-
gramme to the nation as a whole. An examination of 
the distribution of transfer payments is also a useful 
exercise because it reveals which groups in the 
economy 1 are net gainers and which are net losers as 
a result of the programme. There may be reservations 
about a programme under which the poor were net losers 
For a discussion of this point, see Mishan (1971), 
especially pp. 67 - 78. 
18. 
and the rich were net gainers. 
5.1 Resource Costs 
It is reasonable to assume that the value 
of production of those who would have been unemployed 
in the absence of the programme is equal to zero. 
i.e. the opportunity cost of their involvement in 
the programme is zero (Mishan, 1971. p75). In this 
case, the only resource costs of the scheme are any 
additional travel and administrative expenses incurred 
as a result of the programme. 
It might be considered that account should be 
taken of the other jobs that were unfilled because of 
the TEP scheme. However, in a situation of relatively 
higil unemployment (and during school holidays) it is 
likely that these other jobs would have been filled. 
Hence the opportunity costs of TEP employment are 
assumed to be zero. 
19. 
Additional travel expenses are estimated 
at the rate of $10 for each of the 80 workers for 
each of 10 weeks ($8,000) and additional administra-
tive expenses at 5 percent of the total wage bill 
($3,600) • Wages paid under the programme ($72,000) 
and accommodation costs ($10,800) are transfer payments 2 • 
It is assumed that the accommodation expenses met by 
farmers were all variable costs (e.g. food, electricity). 
5.2 Resource Benefits 
Benefits may be classified as either short-
term, which accrued during the operation of the pro-
gramme or longer term impacts which occur after the 
end of the programme. The resource benefit is the 
value of labour to all farmers and this is estimated 
to be $23,040; 
In addition, there are some intangible 
benefits. One of the aims of the proposers of the 
programme was the vacation employment of tertiary 
students, and this was extended to include registered 
unemployed and school leavers. It is not possible 
to place a monetary figure on this benefit but several 
points should be noted. For some students, the 
2 These figures are based on the employment of 80 
workers for 10 weeks at $90 per week; accommo-
dation costs were based on the award rate of $13.50 
per worker per week. 
3 This represents the total wage bill ($72,000) multi-
plied bYiO.~971the proport1on ot tarmers in Table 4 who 
would not have employed labour if there had been no TEP) 
plus $72,000 multiplied byO.246 and then 0.5, to account 
for those farmers who would have employed labour but onlj 
if the government had met half the wage costs. 
20. 
programme provided a way of meeting compulsory practi-
cal work/farm experience requirements. For some 
students the TEP enabled them to accumulate savings 
to meet fees in the ensuing academic year. 
As regards the registered unemployed and 
school leavers, some (perhaps half) appeared to be 
waiting for seasonal work to recommence. Others, 
however, appeared to have been unemployed in the 
longer term and for them the programme may have been 
particularly valuable. In the first place it may 
have improved their morale and self esteem which are 
inevitably damaged by long term unemployment~ In 
addition, for some it provided their first experience 
of farm work and revealed a not unattractive employ-
ment option. 
Related to this is the possibility of import-
ant impacts occurring after the end of the programme. 
Reference has been made to the change in attitude 
towards the employment of labour by some farmers. 
Therefore, more farm jobs may be available. In addi-
tion, there may be a greater willingness on the part 
of participants in the scheme to work after the end 
of the scheme. This sterns directly from the programme 
and may result as follows : if some of the registered 
~ This is particularly important for school leaversi 
evidence from the United States (e.g. Schweitzer and 
Smith, 1974) suggests that unemployment has a nega-
tive impact on individuals which persists in the long 
term. 
2l. 
unemployed and school leavers who otherwise would have 
been unemployed for substantial parts of each year are 
inspired to work (perhaps particularly at farm work) 
as a result of the programme, long term impacts in the 
form of higher net earnings and saved unemployment 
benefit payments will occur. There are probably too 
few registered unemployed and school leavers in the 
present analysis to draw any firm conclusions, but 
almost all respondents stated bl.at they botn enjoyed 
their work experience and would like to do more farm 
work in the future (see Tables 9 and 10). An attempt 
to follow-ups those participants who were registered 
unemployed before taking on TEP work, brought five 
responses. Four were employed, and three were employed 
in farming but these three had had farm work experience 
prior to the TEP. There is no evidence to suggest 
that such an inspirational effect in fact occurred. 
These potential long term benefits have not been in-
cluded for the purpose of calculating the benefit ; cost 
ratio. It should be noted that any such longer term 
impact assumes that there has been a net employment 
creating effect, i.e. that new workers do not merely 
displace existing workers from their jobs. 
S In June, 1979. 
22. 
CALCULATION OF BENEFIT COST RATIO 
From the previous section, we may calculate 
the benefit: cost ratio (B/C) for the programme i.e. 
resource benefits: resource costs: 
B/C = Value of labour to farmer ($23,040) 
Additional travel costs ($8,000) + 
additional administrative costs ($3,600). 
= 1.98 
That is, the value of additional work done as a 
resul t of b1e programme was about twice 
tile costs incurred as a result of the programme. 
23. 
6. TRANSFER PAYMENTS 
The changes in transfer payments which 
occurred under the programme are presented in Table 
11. Thus the government saved transfer payments 
in the form of unemployment benefits of $20,680 and 
worker participants "lost" an equivalent amount. 
Overall, the government increased its transfer pay-
ments by $51,320 and farmers by $10,800 with workers 
receiving a corresponding net increase of $62,120. 
Group 
Government 
TABLE 11 
Cash Transfer Payments 
Item 
Wage payments 
Saved unemployment 
benefit paymentsa 
Gains ($) 
20,680 
Losses ($) 
72,000 
Worker Wage earnings 72,000 
participants Lost unemployment 
Farmers 
NOTE: a 
benefit receipts a 
Saved accommodation 
expenses 
Accommodation 
expenses 
20,680 
10,800 
10,800 
Assumes average unemployment benefit payment 
of $47. p.w., and 50 workers who would have 
otherwise received the benefit. 
26. 
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Appendix 1 
Pay Rates 
As Per Farm and Stations Award No. 1215 
Age Wage per ($)a 45 hour week 
17 years 69.51 
18 years 79.18 
19 years 87.74 
20 years and over 95.23 
Note: a These rates are increased by $13.50 per 
week where board and lodgings (including 
food) are not provided. 
l\ppendi:x- ? 28. 
SOUTHLAND FLOOD RELIEF TEMPORARY EMPLOYMENT 
PROGRAMME SURVEY - FARMER QUESTIONNAIRE 
LINCOLN COLLEGE j '1979 
A. FARM CHARACTERISTICS 
1. Size of Farm acres 
------
or ;na 
------
2. Type of farm (followihg the Department of Statistics 
classification)., .Please tick. one box. 
Explanatory notes 
1 = 75 percent or more of gross income is deiived from 
the stat~d activity. 
2 = between 51 and 74 percent of gross income is derived 
from the first named activity and between 20 and 40 
percent from the second. 
3 = two or more activities of roughly equal proportions. 
4 = two or more activities of ro,ughly equal proportions, 
one of which is cropping. 
5 = more than 50 percent of gross income is derived from 
the stated activity. 
Dairy 1 
Sheep 1 
Beef 1 
Pig 1 
Cropping 1 
Dairy with sheep 2 
Dairy with beef 2 
Dairy with Other 2 
Sheep with dairy 2 
Sheep with beef 2 
Sheep with cropping 
Sheep with Other 2 
Beef with dairy 2 
2 
2 Beef with sheep 
Beef with Other 2 
Cropping with sheep2 
Cropping with other2 
Pig with Other 2 
Mixed livestock3 
General mixed farming 4 
5 Poultry 
.. 5 
Market gardening 
Orchards 5 
b . 5 To acco growlng 
Other farming 
3. What do you regard as "normal taxable income" 
from your farm during the 1970's? 
4. What has been your normal employment pattern during the 
1970's? 
employ no labour 
employ casual labour when needed 
employ permanent labour 
employ both permanent labour and 
casual labour 
29. 
B. EMPLOYMENT PATTERN 
5. Has your "normal employment pattern" changed during 
the 1970's? If it has, could you say how it has 
changed and why? 
How? 
Why? 
6. If your answer to question 4 was EMPLOY NO LABOUR, 
could you say why this is? 
7. Do you have any Farm Employment Programme workers 
(i.e. additional farm workers whose pay is two-thirds 
paid by the Department of Labour)? 
Yes, I have one or more at present 
Yes, I have employed one or more in 
the past. 
I have not used the F.E.P. 
C. SOUTHLAND FLOOD RELIEF TEMPORARY EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMME. 
8. How many workers did you emp19Y during the course of 
this programme? 
9. If the TEP Scheme had not been available, would you 
have tried to employ labour to deal with flood damage 
etc? 
Yes, at the award wages 
Yes, but only if the Government met 
half the award wages 
No, neither at the award wage nor at 
half the award wage. 
If you answered No, could you say why? 
10. Could you give your opinion about the scheme as it 
affected you personally. 
Very satisfactory 
Satisfactory 
Partly satisfactory/partly unsatisfactory 
Unsatisfactory 
Highly unsatisfactory 
30. 
11. If you answered Partly satisfactory/Partly unsatisfactory, 
Unsatisfactory or Highly unsatisfactory, could you 
say why? . 
12. What was the origin of your worker or workers, e.g. 
Lincoln College, Otago University, registered 
unemployed, etc? 
13. Could you say what were the main types of work that 
the worker or workers did? 
14. Would you have got this work done without your TEP 
worker(s)? 
Yes, by myself and/or family labour. 
Yes, by employing someone else (not 
under TEP) . 
No, not in the foreseeable future. 
15. Do you think that your attitude towards employing 
labour has changed as a result of the TEP? 
Yes 
No 
Don't know. 
16. If you answered YES to question 15, please say in what 
ways? 
31. 
17. Apart from TEP workers, did you employ labour in 1978? 
If yes, please fill in the following table: 
Permanent labour 
Casual labour 
Farm employment 
programme labour 
No. Duration 
18. will you try to employ, or are you already employing, 
additional labour in 1979? i.e. additional to your 
normal employment pattern during the 1970's. 
Yes 
No 
Don't know. 
19. If YES to question 18, is this because of your 
experience with the TEP? 
Yes 
No 
Don't know 
will not employ additional labour in 1979. 
20. Here is a list of statements about the scheme. If 
they were true for you tick YES. If they were not 
true, tick No. 
If you had more than one worker, use a tick for each 
one. 
Examples (two workers) 
The worker was interested 
and keen to work 
There were personality 
conflicts with my worker 
Yes 
a. The worker was interested 
and keen to work 
b. The worker accepted my 
advice easily 
c. There were personality 
conflicts with my 
worker 
d. The worker was familiar 
with farming work 
e. My worker left without 
any warning 
No Partly Yes, 
Partly No 
32. 
20. (cont t d) Yes No Partly Yes, 
Partly No 
f. The Department of 
Labour and the 
Southland County 
Council were slack 
in their oversight 
of the scheme 
g. I would have taken on 
a student or other 
worker even without 
the scheme 
h. Some farmers I know 
made substantial use 
of TEP workers on 
non-flood damage 
work 
i. I probably expected 
too much from my 
worker(s) 
2l. Are there any other comments you would like to make 
about your worker(s) or the TEP? 
D. PERSONAL INFORMATION 
22. Your age ________ ~ ____ ~years 
23. Dependants living at home 
Sons 
Daughters 
Other 
No. Ages 
24. If any of these are full- or part-time workers on the 
farm, please fill in the table below: 
Full time workers, e.g. sons 17, 21 
Part time 
33. 
25. Could you ~stimatehow mapy hours per week are 
contributed by all your dependants who work part-
time on the farm? 
THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP. 
COULD YOU PLACE THE QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE STAMPED 
ENVELOPE AND POST IT. A COpy OF THE FINDINGS WILL 
BE SENT TO YOU. 
34. 
SOUTHLAND FLOOD RELIEF TEMPORARY EMPLOYMENT 
PROGRAMME SURVEY - WORKER QUESTIONNAIRE 
Lincoln College, 1979 
1. Which of the following categories describes you at 
the time of the TEP? 
2. 
school leaver 
registered unemployed 
university student 
Lincoln College student 
( a) How long did you work on the TEP? weeks. 
---
(b) Was this the period which the farmer expected, 
or did you leave before that? 
period farmer expected 
left before that 
(c) If you left before the farmer expected, could 
you say why? 
3. Could you describe the work which you spent most of 
your time on? 
4. Would you have been unemployed if you had not worked 
under the TEP? 
yes, definitely 
yes, probably 
no 
5. What was your main motive in working under the TEP? 
6. (a) 
35. 
Could you give your general qpinion of the 
scheme as it benefitted you personally. 
very satisfactory 
satisfactory 
partly satisfactory/partly 
unsat~sfactory 
unsatisfactory 
highly unsatisfactory 
(b) If you answered one of the last three answers, 
could you say why? 
7. Here are three statements about the TEP. Could you 
give your opinion about each one, and also why you 
gave the answer you did? 
i The farmer for whom I worked was a good 
employer (tick one) -
true 
partly true/partly untrue 
untrue 
ii My farmer used me on FLOOD RELIEF WORK only. 
(tick one) -
true 
partly true/partly untrue 
untrue 
iii My farmer definitely cheated on the TEP 
(tick one) -
true 
partly true/partly untrue 
untrue 
8. Was this your first real experience of farm work? 
Yes 
No 
36. 
9. Do you want to do more farm work in the f'Uture, if·· 
you can? 
Yes 
No 
Not sure 
10. What are you doing now? 
11. Your sex? 
full time study 
registered unemployed 
working - please say 
what kind of work 
male 
female 
12. Your age? ___ years. 
13. Your origin? Pakeha 
Maori 
Pacific Islander 
Asian 
Other 
MANY THANKS FOR YOUR HELP. PLEASE 
POST IT BACK TO ME IN THE ENCLOSED 
ENVELOPE. A COpy OF THE RESULTS 
WILL BE SENT TO YOU, PROBABLY IN 
JUNE. 
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